Our objective in this article is to illustrate how action research conducted in a specific practice setting can generate theory, or 'actionable knowledge', relevant to a broad field of social practice. It is based on a year-long inquiry process carried out by the staff of the New Education Environment (NEE), an intervention program that has helped schools in Israel work more effectively with student populations characterized by chronic failure and behavioral problems (CohenNavot, 2000 (CohenNavot, , 2003 Cohen-Navot & Lavenda, 2003; Sulimani, 2002) . This inquiry was carried out using methods drawn from 'action science' (Argyris, Putnam & Smith, 1985; Friedman, 2001a) , a type of participatory action research intended to produce actionable knowledge relevant to professional practice (Argyris, 1993; Sykes & Goldman, 2000) .
In framing this article, we have chosen to address three issues that are of particular importance to us and, we believe, to readers of Action Research. First, we wish to present an example of an action science inquiry process aimed at theory building. Second, we wish to illustrate how the concept of 'social exclusion', which was introduced into the discourse of the inquiry by chance, helped practitioners 'frame' an ill-defined practice problem and link it to a broader set of issues and theory. Third, we wish to make a substantive contribution to the literature on 'inclusive education' by presenting actionable knowledge produced through our research.
We shall begin by giving some background about the New Education Environment program and describing the inquiry process through which the findings of this article were produced. We will then describe how the concept of social exclusion entered the discourse and how it affected the framing of the practice problem. We will then briefly describe 'forming a different connection', a key component of the program's theory of action that was revealed through this study, and show how it can fill a gap in the literature on social exclusion and inclusive education.
The New Education Environment and the learning team
The New Education Environment program (NEE) emerged from a series of experimental projects aimed at addressing the problem of growing inequality in the Israeli school system in the mid-1980s (Friedman, 1997; Sulimani, 2002) . These experiments were initiated by a non-governmental social service organization (the Joint Distribution Committee [JDC] , Israel) in cooperation with local schools, the Ministry of Labor and Welfare, and other public agencies. The goals of these projects were preventing dropping out; improving academic skills and achievements; improving attendance and social behaviour; and improving students' self-image. The intervention strategy that emerged was to enable school staff, with the help of outside facilitators, to design an 'educational environment' within the school that would meet the needs of its specific student population. The design and implementation of the education environment was guided by five principles: 1 teamwork; 2 knowing each student from multiple dimensions (cognitive, behavioral, emotional, etc.) ; 3 personalized learning plans and differential instruction according to needs; 4 the use of information technologies in teaching/learning; and 5 an attractive, flexible, and technologically enriched physical space for learning (Cohen, Friedman & Eran, 1996) The NEE became a formal program in 1991 and was later adopted by the Ministry of Education, leading to implementation in over 100 schools throughout the country. It was delivered in each school over a four-year period by a team of professional 'facilitators' in team/organization development, pedagogy, and information technologies. NEE facilitators worked with teachers, administrators, and other school staff but never directly with students or parents. A series of evaluation studies found that the NEE program helped schools recognize that change was possible and take responsibility for making it happen (Cohen-Navot, 2000 Cohen-Navot & Lavenda, 2003; Sulimani, 2002) .
Clarifying NEE 'program theory': an action science approach
In January 2001 the director of the New Education Environment program initiated an inquiry process in order to cope with the program's rapid expansion. In a little over three years, the NEE had grown from a small pilot program with a handful of veteran facilitators to a nationwide program involving approximately 100 schools and 35 staff members divided into four regional teams. New facilitators had little time for formal training and even less for gradual socialization into the program's principles and ways of working. It was no longer clear whether new facilitators really understood, agreed with, or practiced the program's principles. There was little cross-fertilization or knowledge-sharing among teams, especially from one region to the next. In addition, there was no system or process for harvesting the knowledge gained from experience accrued by program staff in a wide variety of new settings. The director felt that the program had evolved considerably, but she was not sure exactly what it had evolved into. This lack of clarity made it difficult to explain the program to new client schools and to train new staff. The director was seeking a way to pull together this scattered, implicit knowledge into explicit and coherent pictures of both desired and actual practice.
One of the co-authors, Victor Friedman, was asked to design and facilitate a process for achieving this goal. In a meeting with the program management (the director and four regional program directors -north, south, and two central), he presented an initial proposal for a participative inquiry process, involving the entire NEE staff, for clarifying the NEE 'program theory' (Chen, 1990; Friedman, 2001b; Rogers, Petrosino, Huebner & Hacsi, 2000) . The regional directors, however, felt that the real problem was not simply a lack of clarity regarding the NEE program theory but rather a lack of agreement about the theory. They believed that the confusion and lack of coordination among regions was due to conflicting approaches. They also recognized that they were increasingly interdependent and wanted to find an effective way of resolving these perceived conflicts. Based on this discussion, Friedman created a revised proposal that focused on clarifying program theory through a process of 'engaging' these conflicts (Rothman & Friedman, 2001) . The entire research process -design, implementation, data collection, analysis, testing, writing, and dissemination -was carried out in close collaboration between the consultant and a 'learning team' consisting of the NEE national director, four regional directors, and two experienced facilitators. Michal Razer, a regional director and one of the authors of this article, was assigned to be the main co-researcher from within the team. The two collaborated closely in every subsequent stage of the inquiry process.
The research design employed in this inquiry process was based on action science, a form of social practice that integrates the production and use of knowledge for promoting learning in situations characterized by uniqueness, uncertainty, and instability (Friedman, 2001) . The idea of an action science was introduced by Torbert (1976) and later picked up by Argyris (1980) and Schön (1983) in an attempt to overcome inner contradictions in normative social science research and its application to professional practice. In their seminal book, Action Science, Argyris et al. attempted to 'articulate the features of a science that can generate knowledge that is useful, valid, descriptive of the world, and informative how we might change it ' (1985, p. x) . These features can be summarized as creating communities of inquiry within communities of practice, critically reflecting on and building 'theories in practice', combining interpretation with rigorous testing of those interpretations, creating alternatives to the status quo, and informing change in light of values freely chosen by social actors.
Action science is concerned with producing 'actionable knowledge' that can enable people to produce desired outcomes in specific practice settings (Argyris, 1993, p. 2-3) . Actionable knowledge contains causal claims, or if-then propositions that can be stored in actors' minds and retrieved under conditions of everyday life. Our main analytical tool was the concept of mental 'theories of action' implicit in behavior at both the individual and aggregate (group, organizational) level (Argyris & Schon, 1974 , 1978 Friedman, 2001a) . A theory of action includes a description of the situation, an implicit goal, and an action strategy for achieving that goal under the given conditions. Theories of action explain and Action Research 2(2) predict behavior (if one acts in such and such a way, the following will likely occur) and guide action (in order to achieve this goal, under these conditions, do the following).
Action science may be unique in that it bases its research approach on an explicit theory of how people reason-in-action (Argyris & Schön, 1974) . This theory claims that, under conditions of psychological threat, people employ 'Model I' theories of action aimed at maximizing unilateral control, protecting oneself and others, and maintaining rationality. Model I inhibits productive inquiry and limits individual and organizational learning. In order to overcome these barriers, action science advocates learning to produce a 'Model II' theory of action driven by the values of generating valid information, free and informed choice, and internal commitment. From an action science perspective, the effectiveness of both researchers and practitioners requires an ability to produce Model II.
Action science concepts and tools include: a distinction between 'espoused theories' (what we say or intend to produce) and 'theories-in-use' (that are implicit in actual behaviour); personal 'left-hand column cases' for helping people become aware of the reasoning-emotion behind their actions and inferring their theories-in-use; the 'ladder of inference' for helping people test their interpretations; and the 'advocacy-inquiry matrix' for helping people produce Model II strategies in action. A useful description of these tools and their application can be find in Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross and Smith (1994) . In the research reported here, these concepts and tools were used in the process of data collection, analysis, and testing.
The inquiry process
As a first step in the process, Friedman conducted open-ended, tape-recorded interviews with all of the members of the learning team. The interviews aimed at identifying the points of high uncertainty, ambiguity, or conflict in light of changes in the program's task environment. These interviews were analyzed and integrated into two diagnostic 'maps' (Friedman, 2001a) . The first map focused on the areas of uncertainty in program theory. The second map described the difficulties that arose in the organization's prior attempts at learning. Both maps were presented in a half-day session to the members of the learning team and tested for validity. After discussion and revision, the learning team agreed that the maps accurately reflected their perception of the current, problematic situation.
Subsequently each team member wrote a case study, drawn from personal experience in order to illustrate one of the problematic issues identified by the map. The learning team met each month for a half-day session to analyze these cases. Members of the team inquired into the case writer's reasoning and shared
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their own experience of dealing with similar problems. They also tried to distinguish those aspects of their practice upon which there was clarity and consensus and those that required further clarification or decision making.
After each session, tape-recorded transcripts were analyzed in order to draw out and formulate key elements in the program theory of action (for example, implicit values, goals, action strategies, contradictions, and dilemmas). These analyses were documented, disseminated to the members of the learning team, and discussed at the beginning of the next session. Thus, from session to session the contours of NEE program theory gradually emerged and became subject to critical inquiry.
In July 2001 a three-day seminar was held with the entire professional staff and management of the New Educational Environment program. The seminar was designed and implemented jointly by the program directors, the coresearchers, and two outside facilitators, one of whom is the third co-author of this article. The goals of this seminar were to: 1 draw on the tacit knowledge of the entire staff in developing the NEE program theory; 2 promote a program-wide learning culture characterized by openness, inquiry, and dialogue; and 3 institute mechanisms for on-going learning (Lipshitz, Popper & Friedman, 2002) .
Prior to the seminar each facilitator prepared two personal cases: one describing a particular success in facilitating the program and one describing a situation characterized by difficulty or failure. During the seminar these cases were analyzed and discussed in a variety of small-and large-group formats using a method similar to the one employed with the learning team. The data from the seminar were analyzed and insights about NEE practice were then compiled into a document and distributed to all of the seminar participants in order to test their accuracy and comprehensiveness. In January 2002 a one-day seminar, using a case-writing and analysis process similar to that used in the summer session, was held to fill in key gaps in the program theory. On the basis of feedback from members of the NEE staff and the learning team, the data from the entire process underwent cycles of selection, analysis, conceptualization, organization, documentation, dissemination, and testing.
These findings were finally published as an internal report entitled 'The New Education Environment: Action Strategies for Intervention' . This report was not intended to be a complete description of program theory nor a systematic manual of operating procedures. Rather it was intended to explicate and disseminate actionable knowledge about key aspects of program theory at a specific point in time. The formal inquiry process ended, as planned, at that point in the process.
Action Research 2(2)
Framing the practice problem as social exclusion Early in the inquiry process, the nature of the New Education Environment's target population emerged as one of the central sources of ambiguity. This ambiguity stemmed partially from the fact that the NEE intervention, while ultimately intended to benefit students, was aimed entirely at helping school staff. In addition, there was no single agreed-upon definition of the students' problem. They were variably defined as 'at risk' (Hixson & Tinzmann, 1990) , 'disadvantaged' (Kashti, Arieli & Shlasky, 1997) , or 'underachievers' (Sulimani, 2002) . NEE facilitators used these different concepts, often interchangeably, but none of them captured the reality of the problem situation as perceived by the directors.
Between the third and fourth case analysis sessions, the consultant asked the learning team members to read a study (Sykes & Goldman, 2000) that described a process of producing actionable knowledge. The participants, however, were more intrigued by the substantive content of the study, which focused on the issue of 'social exclusion' (Klasen, 1999; Rosenfeld & Tardieu, 2000) . The NEE directors had not been previously aware of this concept, which immediately struck them as remarkably descriptive of their practice problem.
The term 'social exclusion' first appeared in France in the 1960s in reference to people experiencing extreme poverty in the midst of an affluent society (Rosenfeld & Tardieu, 2000) . The key feature of exclusion is the lack of effective participation in society rather than characteristics of particular populations such as poverty, physical or mental disability, or ethnicity (Klasen, 1999) . Exclusion focuses on the relationship between people and mainstream society as well as the process through which this relationship develops over time (Room, 1995) . Overcoming social exclusion has been adopted as official policy by both the European Commission and New Labour in Britain (Burchardt, Le Grand & Plauchaud, 1998) .
The cycle of exclusion in schools
The concept of social exclusion resonated strongly with the perception of the complex reality encountered by the learning team members in almost every educational framework with which they worked. The students in these frameworks generally came from lower socio-economic levels, new immigrant groups, ethnic minorities, and/or family situations characterized by breakdown, violence, and neglect. They had the potential to succeed but, for some reason, became caught up in a cycle of failure and disruptive behavior.
At the middle and upper levels of the Israeli school system there was a strong tendency to create homogenous classrooms in terms of perceived student ability (Resh & Dar, 1994) . Furthermore, teachers and administrators were
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under intense pressure to achieve high scores on standardized high school matriculation exams, so they had a strong interest in moving this non-achieving, disruptive element out of mainstream classrooms (Sulimani, 2002) . As a result, these students filtered down through the system into a variety of special schools or classrooms that rarely met their needs or provided them with a viable education. These frameworks were typically characterized by disorder, severe behavioral problems, little academic achievement, violence, and alienation.
The result was a progressive deterioration of the relationship between students and the schools. This process sometimes ended with students being expelled or dropping out, but more often they became 'hidden dropouts' who were formally registered but did not participate in or benefit from school in any meaningful way (Cohen-Navot, Frankovitch & Reinfeld, 2000) . Thus, rather than offering opportunities for social mobility, the school system functioned largely as a mechanism of social exclusion.
The really novel insight among the learning team, however, was that many of the educators working with these students underwent a process of exclusion as well. Administrators usually preferred not to assign the best teachers to students that were considered to have little potential, so the least highly regarded educators were often assigned to the most needy students. Many teachers regarded these assignments as a form of punishment. Few of them received the special training and support required to succeed in this extremely difficult task. Rather than taking on the difficult and complex challenges presented by these students, many teachers reacted by defining their role in narrow, traditional ways (for example, teaching subject matter). Many teachers simply did not want to deal with, or even know about, the students' problems because they felt helpless to do anything about them.
At the same time, these teachers implicitly judged themselves and their effectiveness by the same criteria used to evaluate educators in the mainstream. Under these circumstances most of them experienced chronic failure, constant fear of violence, and feelings of helplessness and despair. They displayed high levels of absenteeism, low motivation, and verbal aggressiveness towards students, peers, and parents. Teachers typically reacted to problems by blaming and punishing students, creating a vicious cycle of mutual recrimination, rejection, and alienation.
Principals who managed these frameworks faced a perpetual crisis situation characterized by inappropriate teaching methods, extreme and disruptive behaviour, violence, feelings of failure, exhaustion, and burnout. The principles themselves, especially in schools that specialized in these student populations, felt abandoned and excluded by the social and institutional environment that held them accountable for the school's poor performance while failing to provide meaningful help and support for solving these extremely difficult problems. Many principals reacted by blaming the teachers, who then felt increasingly Action Research 2(2) unsupported, abandoned, marginalized, and alienated from the system. The result was the creation of set of interlocking cycles of exclusion.
Not all students, teachers, and principals became caught up in these cycles of exclusion. There were individuals who held on to their sense of self-efficacy and maintained healthy, supportive relations with students and colleagues. Some teachers sought to work with these students out of a personal sense of mission. These individuals, however, were rare and unique personalities who survived and thrived through heroic efforts, often in isolation. For the most part, teachers and administrators were professionally unprepared to work in these frameworks and wanted to avoid them as much as possible.
Thus, the learning team came to see the schools, or those parts of schools that were dealing with this population, as themselves being 'excluded' from the mainstream. The smaller schools that specialized in this population were stigmatized in the local community as bad schools and denied the attention and support enjoyed by more prestigious institutions. In the larger, comprehensive schools, many of the teachers associated with these classrooms were stigmatized and treated as marginal elements by the administration and even among their peers.
Perceiving the problem in terms of exclusion shifted the focus from individual deficits to a systemic view of the problem. The students were 'underachievers' and 'at risk', but chronic failure and dropping out were seen as outcomes of a complex process of exclusion involving a complex set of relationships among a variety of actors. This framing of the problem accounted for the strikingly similar atmosphere and behavioral dynamics that the facilitators encountered in almost every educational framework the NEE worked with, even though there were great superficial differences among them.
The 'putrid swamp'
This framing of the practice problem as a set of self-reinforcing cycles of exclusion took shape gradually during the inquiry process. The inquiry process also produced a clear expression of the powerful emotional aspects of social exclusion. During the summer seminar, which involved the entire 35-member staff of facilitators, the case discussions focused on the process of entering the schools, developing productive relationships with the principal and the teachers, dealing with resistance, the limits to the intervention, and teamwork among the facilitators themselves. These discussions uncovered many of the difficult dilemmas and emotions involved in the process of productively engaging these systems in a process of change.
Between the second and third days of the seminar, Israel Sykes, one of the co-authors of this article and a seminar facilitator, dreamt that he saw the NEE staff venturing into a 'putrid' swamp. When he described his dream to the semi-
Friedman, Razer & Sykes Towards a theory of inclusive practice • 175
nar participants the next morning, the swamp image had a galvanizing effect because it perfectly captured the subjective experience of the facilitators. Going into these schools was, indeed, like entering a swamp into which the refuse of society flowed, to be forgotten or ignored, so that mainstream society could get on with its business.
The goal of the NEE was to engage the teachers and administrators in a process that would begin to 'dry up the swamp' or at least stem the flow of misery. However, these frameworks, like swamps, were stagnant, desolate, and dangerous places. Anyone who ventured into them -including facilitatorsrisked being overwhelmed, contaminated, or sucked down. There was, however, no way for the facilitators accomplish their task without going up to their necks in the muck and this experience elicited feelings of disgust, despair, and fear.
'Forming a different connection'
What enabled the NEE facilitators to survive their venture into the putrid swamp and, in many cases, succeed in their task? This question constituted a central puzzle addressed by the inquiry process. The outlines of an answer emerged when the swamp imagery was first articulated during the summer seminar. The NEE facilitators agreed that the key to survival in the swamp was establishing interpersonal relationships of a particular kind. These relationships were also the means by which they helped school staff pull themselves out of the swamp. They called this feature of their practice 'forming a different connection' -'different' in the sense of being unlike the typical interpersonal relationships among people in these frameworks. In an earlier article (Razer, Friedman, Sulimani & Sykes, 2003) , we called this strategy 'reaching out', but have chosen to return to the literal translation.
If the problem was framed as a process of social exclusion, then the intervention strategy was framed as creating a network of relationships that would interrupt this process and overcome exclusion. It actually began with the relationship the teams of NEE facilitators formed among themselves. The facilitators then attempted to form this kind of connection with the principal and teachers. If successful, this different connection spread to relationships among teachers and students, among school staff, and even between teachers and parents.
Generating 'actionable' knowledge
Social exclusion and 'forming a different connection' provided a fruitful framing of the practice problem, but they were not enough to achieve the desired clarity about NEE practice. The objective of the inquiry process was to produce actionAction Research 2(2) able knowledge. In other words, the learning team wanted to produce a theory that would enable others to produce the desired outcome under similar conditions (Argyris, 1993; Sykes & Goldman, 2000) . Therefore, the inquiry process focused, in part, on teasing out the specific reasoning and action behind 'forming a different connection'.
The theory of action for 'forming a different connection' is mapped out in Figure 1 . The theory contains a description of the problem situation, the goals, the action strategies for achieving those goals, and the assumptions underlying those strategies. It is beyond the scope of this article to fully explicate the theory. However, we shall describe three of the four action strategies -nonabandonment, reframing, and 'tuning in' to emotions -that constituted its central, actionable features. A more detailed, in-depth discussion of the theory itself can be found in .
The theory of 'forming a different connection' was inferred from the cases written by members of the learning team, the cases written by 35 NEE facilitators for the seminars, and tape-recorded transcripts of case discussions. The following dialogue, taken from one of the personal cases, illustrates the kind of data used for developing the theory. This dialogue took place during a 'team meeting' of teachers participating in the NEE program in a small, urban high school serving 150 students. All of these students had been ejected from other frameworks and none of them had chosen this school, which was the last resort. The purpose of the meeting, which took place during the first year of the intervention process, was to analyze problems of everyday practice (also called 'cases') raised by the teachers. The meeting was led by the NEE facilitator:
Teacher A: I am giving body and soul to working with my students but sometimes I see that another teacher, who sees that only a few students have shown up in class, goes right back to the teachers room for the rest of the period. When students don't come to class, I want each teacher to go out to the schoolyard to collect each and every one of them. Why not?! Am I the only one running around the halls until I've found all of my students?
Teacher B: You're really overdoing it! If you want to go looking for the students, go right ahead, but I have no intention of doing so. Are you kidding? Do you think I'm going to make a fool of myself? There has to be law and order around here. The students need to know to go to class as soon as the bell rings.
Facilitator: It seems to me that the fact that you don't go collecting the students from the halls isn't because there are no rules, but rather that for some of the teachers the experience of 'chasing' after students is simply demeaning. And no one really wants to experience that.
Teacher C: So what do we do?
Facilitator: Let's take a look at what happens in the schoolyard when you try to get the students to come to class.
Excluded students and excluded educators.
Vicious, mutually reinforcing cycles of failure involving students and school staff.
Feelings of isolation, shame, exhaustion, despair, and helplessness.
Association of the system's failure with personal failure.
An organizational climate characterized by strong negative emotions: blame, shame, anger.
Feeling connected, supported, and not alone. Having someone to turn to and talk with about the difficulties.
Recognizing the difficult reality, including one's own lack of success, while taking responsibility for change rather than simply blaming self or others.
Seeing others differently, including their strengths, and feeling more positive about them. (Replacing anger with love.) Defining one's role in terms of what others in the situation really need and developing more effective strategies and skills for meeting these needs.
Assumptions of the NEE program:
• Relationships are the key means for overcoming exclusion.
• These relationships are reciprocal but educators bear responsibility for initiating them with students and their families.
• Developing these relationships requires special professional knowledge and skills.
• School staff needs to undergo a fundamental change in how they see their roles as teachers. The intervention team's role is to help the school staff to redefine its role.
Non-abandonment Reframing Tuning in to emotions
Parallel processes Problem framing Action strategies Outcomes Facilitator: Why is that demeaning to you?
Teacher C: When I tell the student to come into class, I want him to come into class and not to play games with me.
Facilitator: That's clear, but it's still not clear why you feel demeaned when the student says that to you?
Teacher C: Because he's not 'giving me the time of day'! He's undermining my authority. He has absolutely no respect and no ability to follow rules . . .
Facilitator: Can you tell me something about this child?
Teacher C: [Describes the student]
Facilitator: You're telling about a student with a horrendous background, a child who really needs you. If he were able to follow rules, he probably wouldn't be your student. We are talking about a child for whom you play a very important role in teaching him how to respect rules . .
. [the facilitator then gives an explanation of the child's behavior that is not connected to a lack of respect for the teacher but rather to the child's distress].
Teacher C: So how does that explanation help me?
Facilitator: Maybe it doesn't and I need to think of another way of helping you. However, I thought that, if you see that this child is not acting 'against you' and that he is not really acting out of disrespect for you but rather out of distress that has nothing to do with you, then this understanding might lighten the emotional burden.
Teacher C: And assuming that I understand that the child is in distress, will that help me get him into class?
Facilitator: Probably not at this stage -and maybe you'll never succeed. The fact that this child doesn't come to class puts you into a very uncomfortable position and all of the emotions get so mixed up that it sometimes seems as if the teacher is in greater distress than the student. The question I am asking is whether you can detach yourself momentarily from the sense of extreme discomfort, see the child's distress, and think about what role you might play in helping him deal with that distress.
Strategy 1: non-abandonment
Excluded populations are systematically pushed aside, rejected, and isolated by the system, leading to feelings of helplessness, despair, exhaustion, and shame. They often respond by rejecting society in return and resisting attempts to help them, leading many would-be helpers to give up in frustration. Over time they come to expect to be abandoned, act in ways that ensure its recurrence, and reinforce the cycle of exclusion. 'Forming a different connection' means overcom-
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ing this self-fulfilling prophecy and breaking the cycle through an intentional, pro-active stance of 'non-abandonment'. This case illustrates a situation of mutual rejection between teachers and students and even among the teachers themselves. The facilitator both advocated and modeled non-abandonment. On the one hand, she urged the teacher to stick with the children despite the behaviors intended to drive him away. On the other hand, she stuck with this teacher, refusing to judge him, to ignore his counterproductive strategy, or to be deterred by the teacher's skepticism.
The non-abandonment strategy is made up of the following specific steps:
1 Not taking rejection personally or attributing it to the other person's personality ('. . . this child is not acting 'against you' and '. . . he is not really acting out of disrespect for you but rather out of distress that has nothing to do with you'). 2 Expressing a genuine personal and professional commitment to stay with the other person even in the most difficult circumstances ('You're telling about a student with a horrendous background, a child who really needs you'). 3 Addressing the situation directly and without any attempt to make it look better ('Probably not at this stage -and maybe you'll never succeed'). 4 Expressing a genuine concern for the other person's welfare and a desire to be of help ('. . . this understanding might lighten the emotional burden').
Another feature of non-abandonment, not illustrated here, is pointing out that one is not alone in feeling alone, but that this feeling is shared by other colleagues who struggle with similar situations. Understanding these sources of rejecting behavior enables people to cope with rejection without blaming the other or themselves.
There are limits to non-abandonment. People have good reason to reject attempts at help that are incompetent, inappropriate, or counterproductive. The non-abandonment strategy may be based on faulty assumptions or an inaccurate reading of the situation. If no perceptible change occurs over time, it may become too costly to justify further persistence. For the NEE program, non-abandonment was a very deeply held value but it sometimes meant squandering resources that could have had a greater impact elsewhere. Knowing when and how to make the decision about premature termination was one of the most perplexing, and unsolved, dilemmas in its program theory.
Strategy 2: reframing
NEE facilitators encountered many teachers and administrators who felt deeply ashamed at being associated with their schools. These people believed that, if they were 'any good', they would be working in a better school or assigned to a better classroom. Their daily encounters with failure reinforced these feelings. The
Action Research 2(2)
typical responses to this situation were defensive behaviors such as distortion, denial, and blaming.
The NEE facilitators used reframing to give these difficult realities meanings that could strengthen people's sense of efficacy and lead to more constructive action. Reframing is based on the assumption that behavioral patterns are held in place by an internal logic that makes 'sense' even if the result is highly dysfunctional (Argyris et al., 1985; Watzlawick, Weakland & Fisch, 1974) . 'Reframing' does not deny the 'facts' implicit in the framing but attempts to change the logic by reinterpreting and/or reorganizing these facts. It builds on a viable alternative perception and/or interpretation of a situation that may lead to more effective action.
In the above dialogue, the facilitator attempted to reframe the teacher's interpretation of the student's disrespectful behavior. This reframing strategy involved the following steps:
1 Asking for a specific example of the problem behavior and the person's approach to dealing with it ('Let's take a look at what happens in the schoolyard when you try to get the students to come to class'). 2 Inquiring into the attributions that explain the problem behavior in order to understand the current framing ('Why is that demeaning to you?' . . . 'Can you tell me something about this child?'). 3 Suggesting an alternative explanation of the problem behavior using the same set of accepted facts ('He is not really acting out of disrespect for you but rather out of distress that has nothing to do with you'). 4 Testing the reasonableness of the reframing and the feeling of the participants towards it (not explicitly illustrated in the transcript). 5 When the alternative explanation is deemed possible, suggesting an alternative response that acts on this explanation and that is designed to produce positive change ('. . . see the child's distress, and think about what role you might play in helping him deal with that distress'). 6 Suggesting alternative substantive responses and illustrating them through role-plays (not illustrated here; for an example, see Razer et al., 2003, pp. 23-24) .
The facilitators did not deny that failure could be attributed to a person's lack of knowledge, skill, or character. However, such explanations were often overemphasized in these schools, with more weight placed on personal failings of individuals than on the very difficult objective reality. Reframing was intended to liberate educators from the chronic and harsh blame that they had internalized from the criticism voiced in their environment. The goal of reframing was to enable them to better face the 'facts' and mobilize their resources to deal with problems more effectively.
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None of these strategies could be called an invention of the NEE program. Taken together, however, non-abandonment, reframing, and tuning in to emotions constituted an effective theory of action for changing relationships at the cognitive, affective, and behavioral levels. The NEE facilitators tried to disseminate this change through 'parallel processes' by enacting these strategies at different levels. First, they had to enact it among themselves. One of the things that enabled them to survive and work productively in the 'putrid swamp' was teamwork based, in part, on this kind of relationship. They then had to model it and teach it to the principal, teachers, and other members of the school staff. If the intervention was successful, the principal, in turn, enacted this relationship with teachers and teachers did the same with their students and their peers. In most schools, it took at least a full year before relationships began to change. In some cases the change never occurred.
It is also important to stress that 'forming a different connection' did not constitute the entire NEE intervention. Indeed, it constituted only one small part of the program theory of action that involved many changes in thinking and behavior as well as the acquisition of concrete, pedagogical tools and skills. However, establishing this network of relationships was considered to be the essential infrastructure for change. Without 'forming different connections' that broke the cycle of exclusion, the individual and organizational changes introduced by the NEE could not take hold or have a lasting effect.
Discussion: towards a theory of inclusive practice
The research project described above was designed and conducted in order to meet the specific needs of the NEE program at a particular point in its history, but we believe that it also addresses two serious gaps in the literature on social exclusion, schools, and the process of inclusion (for example, Carrington & Elkins, 2002; Klasen, 1999; Sparkes, 1999; UNESCO, 2001) . The first gap involves the role of teachers in the process of exclusion. The literature has noted the role of school culture and teacher behavior and training in producing exclusion or inclusion (for example, Bishop & Jones, 2002; Carrington & Elkins, 2002; Milbourne, 2002) . The literature, however, has largely overlooked the possibility that educators themselves experience exclusion. Our findings indicate that the exclusion in education, at least as it applies to populations labeled as 'underachievers' or 'at risk', evolves as a system of interlocking cycles of exclusion involving students, school staff, and the school's institutional environments. If these findings are valid, then they imply that interventions aimed at students alone or even at teacher training will be insufficient.
The second gap involves the role of relationships in processes of social exclusion and inclusion. The cornerstone of the social exclusion concept is that
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the problem lies in relationships and the processes through which these relationships take shape (Hills, Le Grand & Piachaud, 2002; Room, 1995) . Ironically, the literature on inclusive education, and social exclusion in general, deals very little with relationships themselves. Rather, it has focused mainly on making policy, organization, curricula, and instruction more responsive to the needs of all (for example, Carrington & Elkins, 2002; Sparkes & Glennerster, 2002; UNESCO, 2001) .
One notable exception is Warzecha (2002) , who argued that inclusive education requires a 'pedagogy of relationship' characterized by caring, respectful teacher-student relationships that give concrete expression to solidarity and involvement. Our research has attempted to make Warzecha's (2002) pedagogy of relationship actionable; that is, to specify and illustrate how people can produce these relationships under very difficult conditions. Without an explicit theory for breaking the cycle of exclusion and for creating inclusive relationships, educators have to rely mainly on intuition. The lack of such a theory may reinforce the belief that only rare individuals can succeed under such conditions. In fact, it may partially account for the gap between inclusive policy and programs and their actual implementation (Carrington & Elkins, 2002) .
The central role of relationships in overcoming social exclusion has received attention within a social work perspective (for example, Rosenfeld & Sykes, 1998; Sykes & Goldman, 2000) . Action principles or strategies for overcoming exclusion among populations in extreme poverty or distress have been identified through action research processes based on 'learning from successes'. For example, Rosenfeld and Tardieu (2000) pointed to the importance of an 'alliance', based on reciprocity, between the excluded and someone from mainstream society. Rosenfeld, Schon and Sykes (1995) found that successful social workers invented a mode of practice that departed from the given treatment models and focused on intimacy with and deep personnel commitment to client families.
It is precisely in the area of creating inclusive relationships that action research may be able to make a unique contribution to the overall literature on inclusion. We suggest that the lack of attention to relationships is not simply an oversight, but an outcome of the frames and methods most normative researchers use to address the problem of exclusion. Action research, with its 'participatory worldview' (Reason & Bradbury, 2001 ) and focus on 'relational being' (Gergen, 2003) , is better equipped than normative research traditions to generate knowledge about relationships that overcome social exclusion -and how to produce them.
In this article we have attempted to illustrate an action science approach to substantive theory building in a field of social practice. Action science has been generally been applied more as a means of improving interpersonal and organizational effectiveness-learning than as a formal research method (Putnam, 1991;  Action Research 2(2) Raelin, 1997; Rudolph, Foldy & Taylor, 2001 ). However, we believe that the unique contribution of action science lies in processes that integrate theory building and testing with individual and group learning. For example, our description of the inquiry process pointed to the perception of conflict among the regional directors over different approaches to NEE practice. The action science inquiry process provided the learning team members with an opportunity to test their perceptions of conflict against 'hard' data (that is, written cases with examples of behavior taken from actual practice). In doing so, they discovered that the similarities among them were much greater and more fundamental than the differences. This process also enabled them to test their attributions about each other's intentions and, thus, reduce their fears.
The primary aim of an action science is not simply to describe and explain the status quo, but to change it (Argyris et al., 1985; Friedman, 2001a) . Throughout the entire research process, the researchers helped the participants confront gaps, contradictions, blind spots, and other problematic features of their practice. As a consequence, the theory presented here does not present just the 'findings' of the research, but also the 'products' of the research. Thus, we do not make the claim that the theory represents typical or average practice. Not all NEE facilitators consistently produced this theory in every similar situation; there were many variations, deviations, and failures. Rather, the dialogue and the theory were chosen as examples of best practice at a particular point in time. They were the theory of action to which program facilitators aspired and which could be used to guide and evaluate future practice.
As our analysis of NEE program theory took shape, we regularly shared our written findings with the entire NEE staff via email. We received relatively few responses to or feedback on these reports. We incorporated criticism into our analysis and interpreted silence as acceptance. We also presented pieces of the analysis to different groups of facilitators at different times. There was general agreement with the cycle of exclusion, the analysis of the 'forming a different connection' and its importance for working in these schools. On the other hand, there was disagreement about the degree to which the educators themselves were excluded, reflecting variance from school to school.
In what sense can our findings be said to stand the test of validity? To what extent does our theory of 'forming a different connection' reflect actual practice? We have attempted to capture a part the 'theory-in-use' implicit in the NEE program theory by drawing inferences from examples of practice provided by practitioners (Argyris & Schön, 1978) . We collected both 'directly observable data' (tape-recordings) and cases/dialogues written by facilitators about their own practice. Self-reports are always suspect sources of data, but action science argues that tacit theories-in-use can be inferred from any behavior that a person produces (Argyris & Schön, 1974) .
The fact that we have provided directly observable data to illustrate our
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theory enables readers to independently test our inferences (that is, the strategies we inferred do not correspond to what was actually said or done in the dialogue), to challenge our logic (producing these strategies would not likely produce the desired outcomes), or suggest alternatives inferences, interpretations, or logic. Furthermore, we believe that our analysis provides a basis for identifying errors or unintended consequences to which we may have been blind. To what extent does the theory of practice presented here actually produce the desired outcomes, as we have claimed? Here we must be very modest. Beyond the case writers' judgments that their interventions were successful (or unsuccessful), we have not, and cannot, provide independent evidence that they produced the desired outcome. In addition we can do little more than point to a logical and impressionistic relationship between 'forming a different connection' and the effectiveness of the NEE program. In addition, this relationship was mediated by so many other factors and intervention strategies that it would be almost impossible to demonstrate a clear relationship.
From an action science perspective, the best test of causality is enacting the theory and producing, or not producing, the desired outcomes in a different, but similar, situation. This form of testing raises the question of generalization: to what extent can this theory of action for forming inclusive relationships be applied to other educational settings and other instances of social exclusion? The appropriate mode of generalization for this kind of theory is what Schön and Rein termed 'reflective transfer', in which 'patterns detected in one situation are carried over as projective models to other situations where they are used to generate new causal inferences and are subjected to new, situation-specific tests of internal validity ' (1994, p. 204) . Reflective transfer suggests that the theory of action presented in this article should be used as a template for framing problems and guiding behavior in similar situations.
Generalization in this sense is actually a process of theory testing. To the extent that the situation and the goals are similar, the theory predicts that the strategies will likely be effective. However, reflective transfer means looking carefully for key differences as well as similarities. The goal is not showing that the theory 'works', but using it in other settings to expand our knowledge of the practice problem itself. If the theory does not produce the desired outcomes, it provides a basis for reflection, further experimentation, and adaptation of theory to a new set of circumstances.
